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It is generally assumed that students who study a target language in a particular country 
or region will gain the dialectical features of the place in which they had studied. While the 
current body of research generally supports this finding, dialectical adaptation to a specific area 
does not occur equally among all individuals, and studies that attempt to explain this resulting 
degree of dialectical adaptation based on individual and social factors is one that still needs 
greater attention.  
This investigation sought to examine the extent of dialectical adaptation to Southern 
American English (SAE) in six Spanish-speaking English Language Learners who were either 
pre-matriculated students who were taking intensive English language classes or matriculated 
students who were already taking regular university courses. Each individual’s degree of 
dialectical adaptation (phonology, lexicon, & morphosyntax) was scrutinized in terms of 
individual personality traits (by the Five Factor Model of Personality) and in terms of 
sociopsychological characteristics (by Schumann’s Model of Acculturation). Findings from the 
investigation demonstrated that dialectical adaptation to Southern American English by all 
participants was minimal, if not nonexistent. Even though that was the case, all of the 
participants demonstrated dialectical adaptation to standard American English through their use 
of colloquialisms found within the standard. In other words, the participants, consciously or 
unconsciously, did not assimilate factors of Southern American English and instead adopted 
features of the “standard” of American English. Posited explanations for these phenomena 
include hypercorrection via sociolinguistic pressure, dialectical levelling among the youth, and 
the critical period hypothesis. Within the investigation, the factors that were determined to be the 




motivation, group cohesiveness, individual motivations/interests, and enclosure. In addition to 
these factors, the relationship between dialectical assimilation and the level of target language 
proficiency upon arrival to the host country was also shown to be impactful. Conclusions drawn 
from this study can be used to explain why some individuals who move to a foreign environment 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
With the rapid globalization over the past century, countries all over the world are 
becoming more intertwined with each passing year. On the level of an individual, this 
phenomenon is reflected in the rising mobility of students, in which they take a leap of faith to 
study abroad and live in a foreign country, either temporarily or permanently. In doing so, these 
students face the challenge of not only adapting to the host culture but also sharpening their 
fluency in the host culture’s language. In order to better understand linguistic development in 
non-native English Language Learners, this study focuses on a regional university in the in the 
heart of South Mississippi in Hattiesburg, which altogether hosts hundreds of students from a 
variety of different backgrounds each year from all around the globe. This environment will 
provide a microcosm in which linguistic development could be studied overtime and will 
demonstrate how a learner’s specific linguistic features form as a result of the interactions 
between their individual traits and the surrounding host culture.   
The present body of research has generally demonstrated that studying abroad, if the said 
individual is an active participant within the host culture, leads to higher gains in target language 
(TL) fluency. However, while measuring overall growth in TL fluency is important, it is also 
important to examine linguistic development in terms of its growth within specific dialectical 
contexts (SDCs), which are regions with characteristic dialectical patterns that shape a language 
learner’s linguistic development. For example, an English Language Learner (ELL) who decides 
to study English in the United Kingdom will most likely inherit the linguistic patterns of the 
region that they had chosen to study in within the UK, as opposed to gaining regional US 




SDC that will be examined is known as Southern American English (SAE), which is a dialect of 
American English that is highly prevalent in regions such as the Carolinas, Mississippi, Texas, 
Alabama, Tennessee, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Florida, Virginia, Louisiana, Arkansas, and other 
surrounding regions (Labov, Ash, & Boberg, 2006).  This variant of American English, as with 
other dialects, has a distinctive phonology, lexicon, and morphosyntax that sets it apart from its 
other dialectical cousins within North American English. Common knowledge would lead one to 
assume that ELLs would adopt regionalisms (region-specific uses of language) based on the 
dialectical environments that they were immersed in during their study abroad sojourn.  
Research in this area has generally confirmed this assumption and has yielded fairly 
consistent results, for many studies have found that individuals in a study abroad environment 
tend to gain the linguistic features of the SDC that they were immersed in, especially as they 
reached higher levels of fluency in their target language (Pozzi, 2017; Pope, 2015; & Ringer-
Hillfiger, 2013). However, this phenomenon of dialectical acquisition is not uniform among all 
individuals. Therefore, this investigation, along with examining the degree of dialectical 
adaptation, will scrutinize the factors that lead to varying degrees of dialectical adaptation among 
individuals, in terms of personality, social and psychological characteristics.  
This investigation will analyze the explanatory factors behind degree of dialectical 
acquisition based on two frameworks, which include Schumann's Acculturation Model and the 
Five Factor Model of Personality (FFM). Schuman’s model posits that social and psychological 
factors contribute to a social and psychological distance, respectively; decreasing social and 
psychological distance between learner groups and the host culture groups will lead to higher 
degrees of acculturation and will therefore facilitate second language acquisition (Schumann, 




language acquisition, it will be used as a framework to analyze dialectical acquisition among 
ELLs in this study. On the other hand, the FFM seeks to examine individual personality in terms 
of five dimensions, which includes one’s level of conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, 
openness, and extroversion. This study will utilize this model to examine the nexus between 
individual personality type and an ELL’s degree of dialectical adaptation to the host culture. This 
study will be framed in terms of the following questions.  
1. Do these Spanish-speaking ELLs develop dialectical features of Southern American 
English (SAE) during their time studying abroad?  
2. What is each participant’s degree of dialectical adaptation by the end of the semester?  
3. What is the relationship between Schumann’s social explanatory factors (group social 
dominance, integration strategy, level of enclosure, level of group cohesiveness, degree 
of positive attitude towards host culture group, and expected length of stay) and each 
individual’s resulting degree of dialectical adaptation to southern Mississippi?  
4. What is the relationship between Schumann’s psychological explanatory factors 
(language shock, culture shock, and ego permeability) and everyone’s resulting degree of 
dialectical adaptation to southern Mississippi?  
5. What are the effects of personality type (as analyzed by the Five Factor Model) on 
everyone’s degree of dialectical adaptation (conscientiousness, openness, agreeableness, 
neuroticism, and extroversion)?  
In terms of Schumann’s principle of social distance, it was hypothesized that lower scores  
of perceived social dominance of the host culture, having adaptation as an integration strategy,  
lower degrees of enclosure, lower scores of group cohesiveness, higher scores of positivity  





In terms of Schumann’s principle of psychological distance, it was hypothesized that 
lower levels of culture shock and language shock, along with higher levels of ego permeability, 
will lead to higher degrees of dialectical adaptation to the host culture.  
 In terms of the FFM, it was hypothesized that higher levels of conscientiousness, higher 
levels of agreeableness, lower levels of neuroticism, higher levels of openness, and higher levels 
of extroversion will lead to the highest degrees of dialectical adaptation.  
All of these factors will be scrutinized as a means to paint a clearer picture of one’s 
resulting dialectical adaptation to their study abroad environment during their study abroad 
sojourn over the course of a semester. 
 In all, the purpose of this study is to clarify the complex relationship between everyone’s 
psychological, social, and personality characteristics and their level of dialectical adaptation to 















1. ELL - English Language Learner.  
2. PM - Pre-matriculated student group; pertaining to the group of students who are enrolled 
in a highly intensive English course and not yet enrolled into the university. 
3. MT - Matriculated student group; pertaining to the group of students who are already 
enrolled in the university. 
4. Southern American English (SAE) - a variant of American English that is prevalent in 
southern and southeastern parts of the United States, which includes the state of 
Mississippi.  
5. Target language (TL) - the language that an individual is currently trying to learn.  
6. Acculturation - the social, psychological, and cultural changes that occur as a result of 
increased adaptation to the host culture, which leads to increased contact between the 
learner and individuals who belong to the host culture. According to Schumann (1986), 
these interactions facilitate acquisition of second language due to a learner’s increased 
interaction with native speakers.  
7. Dialectical acquisition - linguistic adaptation to the local area, which leads to acquisition 
of region-specific dialectical features as one increases their fluency in the target 
language.  
8. Integration - the degree in which an individual chooses to adapt to the ways of the host 
culture; this includes perseveration (remaining culturally distinct from the host culture), 
assimilation (forsaking one’s own culture in favor of adopting host culture customs), and 
adaptation (largely adopting the ways of the host culture, but maintaining one’s own 




9. Enclosure - the inclination of individuals to stick among others from the same culture 
and language in foreign environments, therefore “enclosing” themselves from the host 
culture group and preventing intergroup contact. 
10. Cultural Congruence - the term that describes that describes the level of equality 
between two cultures, in terms of level of technological advancement, global political 
influence, and economic power. Inequalities in these factors can lead to an unequal 
relationship between two cultures. 
11. Social Group Dominance - the lack of cultural congruence between two cultures, which 
leads to a power disparity. In other words, one group will be perceived or perceive 
themselves as more dominant, which influences social interactions.  
12. Conscientiousness - a personality trait that places high emphasis on personal 
responsibility, fairness, and doing one’s work diligently and correctly.  
13. Agreeableness - defined by prosocial behavior and the inclination towards maintaining 
positive interpersonal relationships (Jensen-Campbell et al, 2010).  
14. Neuroticism - one’s inclination towards negative emotions and non-specific 
psychological distress (Drake, Morris, & Davis, 2010). An individual who has high 
degrees of neuroticism will therefore experience higher levels of anxiety, depression, 
dissatisfaction, vulnerability, and anger, as well as low levels of emotional stability. 
15. Openness - one’s open-mindedness and adventurousness pertaining to novel experiences 
and ideas. 
16. Extroversion - characterized by elevated energy, talkativeness, sociability, outgoingness, 




17. Phonology - pertaining to the sound patterns of speech, which is perceived as an 
“accent.” 
18. Lexicon - pertaining to one’s personal “dictionary,” filled with the vocabulary that has 
been learned.  




















Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 This study will seek to investigate the dynamics between everyone’s social, 
psychological, and personality characteristics and their resulting development of region-specific 
dialectical features over the course of their studies in southern Mississippi. To do this, two key 
theoretical frameworks will be examined during the first part of the study, which include the 
Schumann Acculturation Model (1986) and the Five Factor Theory of Personality (FFM). The 
second part of the review will investigate the features of southern American English as a means 
to highlight the dialectical features that will be scrutinized in the study. Lastly, the third part of 
this review will examine past research pertaining to motivation in terms of Gardner’s concepts of 
integrative motivation and instrumental motivation (1991) as the driving forces behind a 
student’s language learning journey.  
Schumann Acculturation Model. Studying abroad has always been touted to students as 
a way to rapidly improve upon target language proficiency. Indeed, many studies have 
consistently demonstrated that studying abroad, if the said individual is an active participant in 
the host culture, generally leads to increased oral proficiency, that students from study abroad 
contexts will “tend to gain in communicative and discourse skills such as fluency more than their 
at-home counterparts” (Pope, 2015). On the same note, dialectical adaptation, which is a 
student’s incorporation of local linguistic features into their production of the target language, 
has also been demonstrated to be generally positive, in that individuals are likely to linguistically 
adapt to the environment that they had studied in. For example, data from a study conducted by 
Pozzi (2015), collected from 23 L2 Spanish-language students who studied abroad in Buenos 
Aires, Argentina for a semester, suggested positive dialectical acquisition. Students from this 




by incorporating sheísmo/zheísmo and voseo into their Spanish, which are characteristics of 
Argentine Spanish that is spoken in Buenos Aires. In this manner, Pozzi has demonstrated that 
positive dialectical adaptation, to a degree, is possible within the span of a semester. Similarly, 
another study conducted by Ringer-Hilfiger (2013) has also suggested that American students 
who have studied abroad for a semester in Madrid began to use features of Spanish that were 
consistent with the local dialect of European Spanish (“madrileño”), such as /θ/ (the interdental 
fricative “th” sound), /χ/ (the postvelar or uvular fricative “h” sound), and vosotros (the informal 
pronoun that means “you all,” instead of the Latin American ustedes that is used in both formal 
and informal situations), even though usages of these regionalisms did not approach native-like 
frequencies (Ringer-Hilfinger, 2013). The students’ overall intonation, or the phonological 
aspects TL production, was also shown to have adapted to the patterns of natives from the local 
area. In a study by Henriksen, Geeslin, & Willis (2015), five American language learners in 
Spain were found to have modified their intonation to approximate the patterns of European 
Spanish after seven weeks of studying in an immersion program. In other words, it was apparent 
in these studies that students who learned in a particular region assimilated at least some 
dialectical characteristics from the area. Such interactions with native speakers may precipitate 
positive dialectical assimilation.  
While the trend of linguistic adaptation to specific dialectical contexts tends to be 
positive, it seems that there exists a myriad of variations between each individual’s level of 
dialectical adaptation to their local environment, which, according to a study by Pope (2015), 
could be credited to various factors that include each learner’s intercultural sensitivity (or level 
of “acculturation”), along with others such as motivation, personality traits, or program 




adaptation in terms of these factors—the first of which is acculturation and its connection to 
dialectical adaptation. The Schumann Acculturation Model (1986) will be used to investigate this 
phenomenon, which posits that social and psychological factors play a role in one’s language 
development in a study abroad context. However, while the Schumann model sought to explain 
language acquisition (the growth of TL fluency), the model will be used to explain the degree of 
dialectical adaptation within this study. 
 Acculturation is defined by the “changes that take place as a result of contact with 
culturally dissimilar people, groups, and social influences” (Gibson, 2001). In Schumann’s 
model, one’s level of acculturation is a factor of one’s level of social or psychological distance to 
the host culture (Schumann, 1986). Increased language acquisition is a result of decreasing the 
social and psychological distance between the learner and the host culture. Breaking this distance 
removes the social and psychological barriers that prevents one from intermingling with the host 
culture, and in theory, this will lead to increased language acquisition. Likewise, the vice versa 
will therefore also be true, in which social and psychological distance as opposed to proximity 
will minimize contact between the learner group and the host culture (Schumann, 1986). This 
will therefore act as a barrier that impedes upon TL acquisition on the part of the learner group. 
 Smaller components come together to comprise Schumann’s concept of social 
proximity/distance, which include social dominance patterns, type of integration strategy 
(assimilation, perseveration, or adaptation), enclosure, attitude, degree of group cohesiveness, 
group size, and intended length of stay within the target group culture (Schumann, 1976).  
 The factor of social dominance is defined by whether one group is, according to 
Schumann, is “politically, culturally, technically, or economically superior” than the other 




France, who was Morocco's former colonizer, considered itself politically, culturally, 
technologically, and economically superior to its own colony. With this state of mind, French 
troops who were stationed in Morocco at the time did not feel the need to adapt to the local 
culture, and although they were all potential learners of the area’s native Arabic, they never 
reached high levels of language acquisition. On the other hand, the colonized inhabitants of 
Morocco felt the need to adapt to their colonizers, which is still heavily used today as one of 
Morocco's lingua francas. There have been countless examples of this phenomenon throughout 
history in colonizing countries and their colonies, such as the high prevalence of English in 
present-day India or the high prevalence of Spanish in the Spanish Philippines. In both cases, the 
natives felt the need to learn the colonizer’s language to facilitate communication with the 
dominant power, especially in the areas of business and trade. Acculturation for learner and host 
culture groups occurs at the highest degrees when the target language culture and the learner 
culture are roughly equal in political, social, economic, and technological terms, which decreases 
social distance and promotes cultural sharing (Schumann, 1976).  
 The second social factor involves examining the learner group’s integration strategies to 
the host culture, which include assimilation, perseveration, and adaptation; these different types 
of integration strategies lead to varying levels of acculturation with the target group culture, thus 
leading to varying levels of language acquisition by the learner group (Schumann, 1986). 
Assimilation refers to renouncing one’s native lifestyle and culture to adopt the one that belongs 
to the target language culture, which leads to the highest degrees of contact with the target 
group’s culture and therefore highest degrees of language acquisition. Perseveration, on the other 
hand, refers to refusing to integrate with the host culture or adopt its customs. This creates social 




culture’s language. This phenomenon can be observed in many ethnic groups in America today, 
especially Native Americans in the southwestern United States or Chinese immigrants who have 
clustered in Chinatowns of major US cities, in that these groups choose to remain culturally 
distinct from mainstream American culture and therefore have lower levels of English fluency. 
Lastly, adaptation refers to the adoption the target language group’s lifestyles and values but also 
“maintaining its own lifestyle and values for intragroup use” (Schumann, 1986). This leads to 
varying degrees of cultural contact and in the case of language learning, mixed results in 
language acquisition. In this manner, integration strategy may play an important part in each 
individual’s level of language acquisition and also dialectical adaptation to the surrounding area 
of southern Mississippi. 
 Enclosure is the social third factor that was discussed in Schumann’s Theory of 
Acculturation; it discusses the extent to which the learner group and the target language group 
overlap in social activities within society (churches, schools, clubs, shared facilities, living 
spaces, etc.). If the learner and target language group have low degrees of societal overlap, social 
contact and cultural sharing will be reduced, which leads to lower levels of language acquisition 
on the part of the learner group (Schumann, 1986).  
 The fourth and fifth social factors include degree group cohesiveness and group size. 
Cohesiveness refers to a group’s inclination towards clustering amongst themselves, which will 
cause them to cluster together as a separate entity from the host culture and will thus inhibit 
language acquisition on the part of the learner group. Group size, on the same token, “increases 
the likelihood of intragroup contact,” which also prevents acculturation and therefore lowers the 
likelihood of increasing TL fluency on the part of the learner group (Schumann, 1986). High 




towards acculturation. Due to the high density of native Spanish-speaking students on the 
campus, the factors of group cohesiveness and group size will likely influence the cohort’s level 
of contact with the host culture and therefore the cohort’s linguistic development. 
 Attitude and intended length of stay are the sixth and seventh social factors that predict 
language acquisition, respectively. According to a study by Cherciov (2012) on migrants, 
attitudes towards a language, while playing a negligible impact on L1 attrition, plays a major role 
in levels of acquisition of an L2. Therefore, it could be assumed that a positive attitude towards 
the host culture will decrease social distance and will lead to higher levels of language and 
dialectical acquisition, and vice versa. On the same token, an extended length of stay with the 
host culture group will also promote more frequent contact with speakers of the target language, 
which will decrease social distance and promote acculturation; these will, according to 
Schumann, facilitate second language acquisition (Schumann, 1986). In terms of length of stay, 
longer lengths of stay are correlated with higher degrees of TL fluency due to increased contact 
with native speakers over an extended period. However, the degree of this increase in TL 
proficiency is likely to have varying levels among each individual. For a learner to eventually 
develop high fluency in the TL, they must have frequent and meaningful contact with native 
speakers from the local area over an extended time frame, as opposed to simply coexisting but 
remaining separate from members of the host culture. 
 While it is important to look at social factors as a means to examine second language 
acquisition, equally as important is examining the psychological factors that lead to second 
language acquisition. In this way, the study can be framed in terms of individual factors, as 




learner. Psychological factors that will be discussed include language shock, cultural shock, 
motivation, and ego permeability.  
 Language shock is defined by one’s avoidance of speaking in the target language, out of 
fear that they will appear foolish or that they will not convey their ideas in an accurate fashion 
(Schumann, 1986). Obviously, this disinclination towards using the language will prevent 
learners from speaking in the target language or interacting with members of the host culture, 
which therefore acts as a barrier towards second language acquisition. In a study by Marr (2009) 
on the language shock experienced by first-time Chinese master’s students in London, it was 
discovered that the first half of their stay was marked by “surprise, disappointment, and 
disorientation at the diversity and perceived poor quality of the Englishes they encountered,” 
which rose from a lack of sociolinguistic awareness. In other words, these students were 
disoriented by the sheer variety of dialects that they encountered during the first half of their 
sojourn that greatly impaired their ability to both understand the people of the host country and 
to communicate with them. While language shock has the capability of forming negative 
attitudes towards second language learning, it can also be converted into a positive influence that 
motivates increased study of the TL. On the other hand, an individual who does not experience a 
high degree of language shock is one that finds pleasure and contentment in speaking the target 
language, without too much worry regarding how others will perceive them, and in this manner, 
this mindset will make one more inclined to interacting with members of the target language 
group and will provide more favorable conditions towards language learning. Therefore, it can 
be stated that lower levels of language shock provide more conducive circumstances for learning. 
 Cultural shock, on the other hand, is the discomfort and disorientation that one 




culture shock as the “process of initial adjustment to an unfamiliar environment” as a means to 
adapt to the immediate change of environment. This stress and disorientation may lead the 
learner to “reject themselves, their culture, the organization for which they are working for, and 
the people of the host country,” which will inevitably increase psychological distance and 
therefore pose a barrier towards language acquisition (Schumann, 1986). In this way, individuals 
who do not experience strong feelings of cultural shock—who instead feel an immense amount 
of curiosity for the host culture—will have the most favorable mindsets for language learning, as 
it breeds psychological proximity towards the host culture.  
 Motivation, according to the Schumann model, is also listed as a psychological factor. 
Motivation is divided into two types: an integrative motivation and an instrumental motivation. 
A learner with an integrative motivation would be one who seeks to learn the language to form 
relationships and meet people from the target language culture; this individual is also likely to 
have positive attitudes towards the host culture and may want to emulate or adopt its ways. On 
the other hand, a learner with an instrumental motivation would choose to study the language for 
more utilitarian purposes, such as “getting ahead in their occupation or gaining recognition from 
their own membership group” (Schumann, 1986). Therefore, learners with instrumental 
motivation may only learn the language to satisfy specific requirements and will have little desire 
to expand their knowledge of the second language if their objective for their learning the 
language is accomplished. However, while it may be common to assume that learners with 
instrumental motivation to learn a language to a lesser extent than their more integratively 
oriented peers, a study by Gardner & MacIntyre (1991) suggest that learners with integrative and 




beyond may significantly decrease for instrumentally motivated students once the incentive is 
removed. 
 The final psychological factor in Schumann’s model is ego-permeability, which is 
defined by one’s ability to let go of their control over their own self-presentation in the target 
language, which facilitates acculturation. (Hudson & Bruckman, 2002). Having high levels of 
inhibition or a strong desire to control one’s self-presentation typically occurs as one reaches 
adulthood, which thickens and solidifies the boundaries to one’s ego and poses a barrier to 
acculturation (Schumann, 1986). In this way, the opposite is also true, according to Schumann—
that individuals that have lower degrees of inhibition and a playful, childlike curiosity for 
learning language and practicing it will experience higher degrees of acculturation and resulting 
acquisition of the target language.  
Five Factor Theory of Personality. The Five Factor Model of personality (FFM) is a 
model that seeks to examine the individual traits in five different dimensions, which are “basic 
dispositions that are likely to endure through adulthood and help to shape emerging lives” 
(McCrae & Costa, 2013). These five key components of personality are described as one’s level 
of neuroticism (N), extroversion (E), openness (O), agreeableness (A), and conscientiousness 
(C). In this way, this model could also be used as a framework that examines resulting dialectical 
adaptation in a study abroad environment as a function of individual personality traits. While 
group social and psychological factors are extremely important to language acquisition, 
personality traits will also play a role in everyone’s language learning experience, which will be 
investigated by means of the FFM.  
 Conscientiousness is a trait in which one places a high level of importance in moral 




their goals, be reliable, proceed about their lives in an organized fashion, and demonstrate high 
degrees of self-discipline. The phenomena of conscientiousness might manifest in a language 
learning context in that students who demonstrate higher levels of conscientiousness may show a 
greater desire to take charge of their own learning. This may mean increased self-study or 
increased risk-taking (speaking with native speakers), both of which will inevitably lead to 
higher levels of language acquisition and dialectical adaptation.  
 Agreeableness is defined by prosocial behavior and the inclination towards maintaining 
positive interpersonal relationships (Jensen-Campbell, Adams, Perry, Workman, Furdella, & 
Egan, 2002). In this manner, individuals who are agreeable will tend to be helpful, trusting, 
cooperative, even-tempered, and compassionate, as opposed to combative, argumentative, and 
competitive. Agreeableness may be pertinent in our study of dialectical adaptation in that 
agreeable individuals will feel less negativity towards their new environment and the members of 
the host culture, which will encourage them to form relationships with individuals from the host 
culture and perhaps will increase their degree of language acquisition and their resulting 
dialectical adaptation.  
 Neuroticism is defined by one’s inclination towards negative emotions and non-specific 
psychological distress (Drake, Morris, & Davis, 2017). An individual who has high degrees of 
neuroticism will therefore experience higher levels of anxiety, depression, dissatisfaction, 
vulnerability, and anger, as well as low levels of emotional stability. In terms of the 
investigation, it might be a means to predict one’s level of culture shock within the new 
environment. An existing feeling of culture shock and its degree of intensity may predict one’s 




self-imposed social and psychological distance and the resulting low levels of acculturation and 
language acquisition.   
 Openness is defined by one’s open-mindedness and adventurousness pertaining to novel 
experiences and ideas. In a study to analyze a group of military students, the FFM characteristic 
of openness was correlated with higher degrees of cultural intelligence than was extroversion, 
and in addition to that, possessing higher degrees of cultural intelligence were found to be 
concomitant with possessing higher levels of social intelligence as well. In this manner, students 
who would be considered as having high degrees of openness may approach the host culture 
without negative presuppositions and opinions, which will make them more likely to participate 
within the host culture and therefore increase target language fluency and possibly increase 
assimilation of relevant dialectical features. 
 Lastly, extroversion, according to the FFM, is characterized by elevated energy, 
talkativeness, sociability, outgoingness, and a heightened desire to seek out the company of 
others. Common sense would lead one to assume that more talkative and extroverted individuals 
are more likely to seek out new friends, especially the members of the host culture, than their 
more introverted counterparts. However, results in this area have been slightly mixed. In a study 
performed on Japanese students to determine whether extroversion or introversion affected L2 
English acquisition, students who were considered introverted were found to have better 
pronunciation, as well as higher scores in grammar and reading (Busch, 1982). In this way, 
extroversion may not necessarily be a wholly accurate predictor of language growth in all 
modalities. Nonetheless, however, it is still important to consider that the more outgoing 
students, while scoring lower in the areas discussed previously, had higher scores in oral 




higher degrees of language acquisition on only some fields, especially as it pertains to oral 
proficiency and word retrieval in conversation. Because it is likely that extroversion is correlated 
with increased oral proficiency in a target language, the factor of extroversion may be relevant to 
dialectical assimilation within the investigation. 
 Southern American English. Southern American English is a variant of the American 
English that has the highest prevalence in the areas that include present-day Mississippi, 
Alabama, Georgia, Texas, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, Louisiana, Arkansas, 
Kentucky, and other surrounding regions of the southeastern United States (Labov, Ash, & 
Boberg, 2006) . This dialect of American English is still widely used throughout the American 
South, especially in regions such as Texas or Oklahoma, with traditional Southern “drawl” 
withstanding migration waves of individuals from other parts of the US  and from other parts of 
the world for more than a century (Bailey & Tillery, 1996). Nonetheless, however, research on 
trends in recent years have shown that southern American English might be changing in newer 
generations, in which speech patterns of younger generations are increasingly shifting to become 
closer to that of standard American English. For example, research by Labov, Ash, & Boberg 
(2006) supports these findings, in that the prevalence of SAE is slowly decreasing in prevalence 
with each generation and that it is most common in individuals born in the South before the 
1960s. Due to increased mobility of people around the country and ubiquitous access to media in 
which standard American English is the most dominant, however, the decrease in the prevalence 
of southern American English among the youth makes sense. In addition to this phenomenon, 
some individuals from the South may consciously level their own accent due to the negative 
stigma associated with SAE.  This levelling of regional dialects has also been demonstrated in a 




in frequency with each passing generation, especially as children from different regions of the 
US begin to have increased contact with each other.  In the following sections, we will examine 
the characteristics of southern American English, in phonological, morphological, lexical, and 
syntactic terms, to better identify the southernisms that will be scrutinized in this study.  
Phonological patterns. One of the most salient phonological patterns of the southern 
American vernacular is known as the phenomena of vowel shifts. According to Labov, Ash, & 
Boberg (2006), vowels in southern American English are comprised of having two different 
shifts. The first shift is known as the “Back Upglide Shift,” also known as “Back Vowel 
Fronting.” On the other hand, the second shift is known as the Southern Vowel Shift (SVS), 
which is comprised of three stages. although the first stage of the SVS is characterized as a 
dominant component of southern American English, the prevalence of the features decreases as 
each stage advances.  
 The first shift of SVS, according to Labov et al (2006), is referred to as a phenomenon 
called Back Vowel Fronting. While considered a characteristic of southern American English, it 
was also found to be prevalent outside of the American South as a feature present in all regions 
of American English except the North (Labov et al, 2006). In this manner, it became considered 
as a separate entity from SVS (Knight & Herd, 2016). According to Labov et al (2006), /aʊ/ is 
shifted to a more frontal position and that /ɔ/ shifts places to fill the space that /aʊ/ left. On the 
same token, /ɑ/ shifts to cover the places that both vowels left before the vowel shift, making 
words such as wrought (/rɔt/) and rot (/rɑt/) seem indistinguishable in pronunciation.  
 The first stage of SVS is known as the monophthongization of the diphthong /aɪ/, which 
occurs as the gliding vowel /aɪ/ moves to a lower position and transitions into the glideless vowel 




(/raɪd/) as “rahd” (/rad/), reflecting a lower, frontal position of the diphthong. Due to its high 
prevalence in the regions of the American South, the first stage of SVS is studied frequently and 
is used to reflect the sound of stereotypical southern speech (Plichta & Preston, 2005; Thomas, 
2001).  
In the second stage of SVS, Labov, Ash, & Boberg (2006) state that the phonemes /e/ 
(the vowel sound for the words mate and ape) and /ɛ/ (the vowel sound for the words let and 
step) switch positions. For example, /e/ is pulled towards a lower starting position within the oral 
cavity, so that the production of the word bayed begins to sound similar to that of the word bed 
(Knightt, 2015). Similarly, /ɛ/ is pushed towards a higher position in the oral cavity in the 
direction of /e/ so that the word bed comes close to bayed. In addition to this shifting of 
articulatory positions, diphthongization of central, stressed vowels may also occur in the second 
stage of SVS, so that the word met (/mɛt/) will more closely approximate the pronunciation of 
“me-uht” (/mɛət/). The second stage is a more common feature of the SVS than the third shift 
(Fridland, 1998).  
Finally, the third stage of SVS shifts the positions of the phonemes /i/ (the vowel sounds 
in sheep and meat) and /ɪ/ (the vowel sounds in hip and slim) so that the positions are switched; 
/i/ is lowered and centered to approximate the production of /ɪ/ while /ɪ/ is raised and fronted to 
approximate the production of /i/ (Labov et al, 2006). In this manner, the word seal (/sil/) begins 
to approximate the sound of sill (/sɪl/) while the word sill approximates seal approximates sill 
(Albritten, 2011). As with the former stage, diphthongization of these monophthongs might also 
occur, in which the word seal (/sil/) becomes diphthongized to produce “sea-uhl” (/siəl/) while 
sill (/sɪl/) might approximate the production of “si-uhll” (/sɪəl/). The third stage of SVS is the 




especially the Appalachia (Labov et al, 2006). Therefore, it is not expected that this stage as a 
frequent feature of the southern American English that is spoken in Mississippi, and therefore, 
this shift may not be very relevant to the investigation.  
Lexicon. Although younger generations are growing to increasingly demonstrate a more 
“levelled” or “standard” dialect, a feature of southern American English that still has a strong 
foothold regardless of generation is the second-person plural pronoun “y’all.” This pronoun was 
originally meant to be a contraction of the “you all,” which is still prevalent in the southern 
regions of the United States despite the widespread usage of ‘y’all.” It has also been widely 
accepted that “y’all” can be converted into its possessive form of “y’alls” and is used by all 
socioeconomic statuses in the South (Richardson, 1984).  Although “y’all” is common 
throughout the South, it seems to be increasingly confined to regions that do not include large, 
prosperous metropolitan areas, such as Dallas, Austin, Atlanta, etc. As previously stated, this 
may be as a result of large amount of migrants from other areas of the US and the differing 
regional dialects that they bring with them. Keeping both the region that is being investigated 
and personal experience in mind, it can be assumed that the plural pronoun “y’all” will be 
heavily included in the language learning experience in southern Mississippi.  
Another common southernism that English Language Learners may encounter in 
southern Mississippi is the contraction “ain’t,” which, according to Algeo (2001), signifies a 
variety of meanings that include “is not,” “are not,” “have not,” etc. While it is a common 
southernism, it has also been documented all throughout the United States as a form of 
nonstandard English even in areas that extend past the South, including the Appalachia, the mid-




feature of Australian English and Cockney English, which is spoken by the poor working class of 
London. Usages of “ain’t” are demonstrated below.  
He AIN’T (is not) fair to his friends.  
They AIN’T (are not) friendly people.  
I AIN’T (have not) done the laundry in two weeks.  
Southern American English also contains a rather distinct lexicon, and other lexical 
features that may be common in southern American English may include the words “buggy” to 
mean “shopping cart,” “coke” to refer to any type of carbonated soda, and “crawfish” to refer to 
“crayfish.”  
 Uncommon to other dialects of American English, the use of the words “ma’am” and 
“sir” poses yet another striking piece of lexical variation in southern American English. 
According to Martin K.L. Ching of Memphis State University (1987), the use of “ma’am/sir” 
are modes of mitigation and is used in situations of higher formality, especially in addressing 
elders or individuals who are perceived as higher-ranked.  While widespread throughout the 
American South, the use of “ma’am” and “sir” are “uncommon to norms in the northern United 
States,” as well as the rest of the regions of the USA (Ching, 1987). With respect to age, sex, 
region, educational status, politics, and religious orientation, the use of these “modes of 
mitigation” greatly vary. Among the 640 Memphis State University participants who have spent 
at least fifteen years of their first eighteen years in the South, results from a questionnaire 
demonstrated consistent patterns in the usage of these terms. The groups that demonstrated that 
highest degree of statistical significance in favor of using these terms were, according to Ching 




development of ELLs who study university in the South, for it is highly probably that they may 
imitate their peers who will be in that age group.   
 Another common southernism that is still widespread is the use of “fixing to,” which 
means “about to” or “be going to.” While the rest of the English-speaking world is more likely to 
use “about to” or “be going to,” the phrase “fixing to” has a “circumscribed geographical 
distribution” in the southeastern region of the United States, as a result of developments in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Smith, 2009). The phrase “fixing to” remains one of the 
most salient characteristics of the English spoken in the southern United States, along with 
“y’all.” In addition to the phrase “fixin’ to,” the African American variant “fittin’ to” is also a 
common occurrence in the South, which may also be pertinent in an ELL’s lexical development.  
He was FIXING TO (about to) leave the house.  
My mother was FIXING TO (about to) finish her dinner.  
 
Morphosyntax. Southern American English is marked by very distinct syntactic 
markers, exemplified by the distinct organization of sentences. For example, a salient 
characteristic of southern English involves the use of multiple modals (might could, might 
would, might should). The usage of multiple modals can contain any combination of true modals 
(can, could, can, might, etc.) and quasi-modals (better, need, supposed to, etc.). Because some 
regions within the South use more than two modals to convey a particular meaning, “multiple” 
rather than “double’ would be a more precise term to use (Huang, 2011). The most common 
usages of multiple modals are, according to Mishoe & Montgomery (1994), are “might could,” 





 I MIGHT COULD (may be able to) be able to help you if the weather is sunny.  
 He MIGHT CAN (may be able to) fix his car before the trip on Tuesday.  
Triple modals are also used in the South, albeit less frequently documented than double 
modals (Mishoe & Montgomery, 1994).  
 I think that I SHOULD MIGHT BETTER (should) get myself a pack of lunch for the 
event tomorrow.  
 You MAY MIGHT CAN (might be able to) buy a copy at the store around the corner.  
While the use of double modals, “ain’t,” “y’all,” and “fixin’ to” are the most prevalent, 
smaller components join together to comprise what is known today as southern American 
English. Other grammatical aspects of southern American English include the overextension of 
past participles (1), in which past participles are used in the place of present-tense verbs, and the 
use of reflexive datives (2), also known as personal datives, which makes use of establishes the 
doer as the direct-object of the sentence. In other words, personal datives make the subject act 
upon themselves in the sentence, which emphasizes that the doer is doing an action that is meant 
for him or herself.   
 I DONE them already by noon yesterday. (1) 
 I BEEN living here for over a decade. (1) 
 I am gonna get ME a big birthday present tomorrow. (2) 
 He should get HIM a reward for all of his hard work this semester. (2) 
The last common morphosyntactical feature of SAE that will be discussed in this review 
is the use of double negatives.  




USE OF NEGATIVE CONCORDANCE IN ENGLISH: I HAVEN’T said nothing to 
him today. 
 While negative concordance is indeed considered grammatically incorrect in most 
circumstances, it has nonetheless become a mainstay feature of both southern American English 
and African American English, both of which the cohort of ELLs will be exposed to during their 
sojourn in southern Mississippi.  
Motivation. The study between the relationship between motivation and language 
learning has been a field of interest in the area of second language acquisition, and indeed, many 
studies have pointed to the fact that these two areas are inextricably linked and that examining 
the two can better clarify the language learning process. With the world’s rapid rate of 
globalization, many people have taken up a foreign language to become more interconnected to 
the rest of the world, although motivations may vary. This motivation, according to Gardner, 
Lalonde, & Moorcroft (1985), can be defined as “the combination of effort plus desire to achieve 
the goal of learning the language plus favorable attitudes towards learning the language.” In 
other words, motivation describes one’s willingness to develop in their target language, as well 
as allot the necessary time and put forth energy needed to do so. The two orientations of 
language learning motivation, according to Gardner’s model (1985) include integrative 
motivation and instrumental motivation, which will be discussed below.  
Instrumental motivation is defined by developing skills in the target language for 
utilitarian purposes, such as passing an exam or attaining a higher position in one’s occupation 
(Gardner et al, 1985). Due to the growing importance of English as a language of trade, many 
individuals from around the world have used English as a way to have more occupational 




bridge the barrier between cultures. In a study by Mehrpour & Vojdani (2012) that involved 231 
Iranian students, English was more likely to learned to be utilized as a “marketable commodity 
rather than a cultural identity”; in other words, the desire to learn English simply because of 
interest was uncommon in this group of students , and that English, due to its status as a language 
of trade around the world, is more often used to provide access to promotion in their occupations, 
purposes of higher education, and increased access to the fruits of research and knowledge. 
These may have an effect on resulting dialectical adaptation in the cohorts under study, in that 
having instrumental motivations for learning English may not necessarily correlate with higher 
levels of interaction with members of the community (as opposed to integrative motivation), 
therefore only leading to low degrees of dialectical adaptation. 
Integrative motivation, on the other hand, is defined by learning the language to make 
friends with the members of the host culture and possibly, to become members of the host 
community itself along with emulate the host culture’s ways (Gardner et al, 1985). This 
phenomenon can be examined in terms of the assimilation of immigrant groups, where a desire 
to fit into the host culture leads to a renunciation of native ways and adaptation of those of the 
host culture group’s—ultimately diminishing social distance (Schumann, 1986). However, there 
also have been cases in history more “dominant” groups who have moved into a new area have 
had integrative motivation. For example, during the Yuan Dynasty, Mongols who conquered 
parts of China become sinicized, adopting Chinese language and traditions, instead of imposing 
their Mongol cultures onto their conquered peoples. In this way, integrative motivation is not 
only a product of social dominance by one group and can be fueled by positive attitudes towards 
the host culture. A similar phenomenon took place with the Visigoths in their numerous 




around. As the relationship between motivation and subsequent acquisition of dialectical features 
throughout this investigation is examined, the role of the two different motivations may 





































Chapter 3: Methodology 
 
 As stated previously, this study seeks to clarify the relationship between social, 
psychological, and personality factors and the resulting degrees of acculturation that lead varying 
degrees of dialectical adaptation. Native Spanish-speaking ELLs who are matriculated (MT) and 
pre-matriculated (PM) will be examined by means of questionnaire to gain greater insight into 
each individual’s social, psychological, and personality characteristics. Group interviews will 
elicit speech samples from each individual, and these speech samples will be analyzed for 
particular phonological, morphosyntactic, and lexical markers that examine one’s dialectical 
adaptation to SAE. 
 In total, six native Spanish-speaking students were selected for the study, and information 
on these students are displayed in the following sections. Three of the native Spanish-speaking 
student ELL’s were placed in pre-matriculated (PM) group, which were comprised of students 
who are enrolled into a highly intensive English course, with the hopes of raising their scores on 
the TOEFL exam and becoming official students at the university. On the other hand, the rest of 
three the students were placed in the matriculated (MT) group, which were comprised of students 
who were already enrolled at the university.  
The study was divided into two interview sessions, the first administered in October 2018 
and the second in January 2019.  
The first interview was loosely structured with the following questions.  
● What are some distinct features that you notice about Southern American 
English?  
● Could you name examples of the distinct vocabulary that you have heard during 




● What are some aspects that you like/dislike about living in south Mississippi? 
● How does Southern American English compare to other variants of English that 
you have heard in other parts of the US?  
● Do you use terms from southern American English in your daily life? 
The second interview was loosely structured with the following questions.  
● After living here for over a semester, what are your impressions now, as opposed to when 
you arrived here initially? Have they changed? 
● Are there things that you would change about this place to improve your experience? If 
so, what? 
● What are some things that you have learned from living in here that you now apply to 
your daily life?  
● Given the chance, would you stay here or in the American South permanently? Why or 
why not? 
● For anyone who is coming here for the first time, what advice would you give them? 
The written exam and interviews were conducted in the library of the university campus. 
The recorded conversations from both interviews provided qualitative audio data as a means to 
observe the degree of dialectical adaptation over a period of three months. These samples were 
analyzed on the basis of dialectical adaptation to the local area, in terms of (1) phonology, (2) 
lexicon, and (3) morphology/syntax, and (4) other observations.  
The questionnaire is comprised of part I (Five Factor Model), part II (Schumann 
Acculturation Model), and part III (written exam). Below are the grading criteria for each of the 
parts and their respective sections. Numerical ratings were given decimals, which were 




Decimal Score Range Categorical Rating 
0.20-0.24  Low 
0.25-0.49 Moderately Low 
0.50 Moderate 
0.51-0.74 Moderately high 
0.75-1.00 high 
Table 3a: Categorical scoring of questionnaire responses.   
Part I, section 1-5. (Five Factor Personality Model)  
Section FFM Trait 
1 Conscientiousness 




Table 3b: Questionnaire sections of the Five Factor Model of Personality.  
Answers are ranked 1-5 for each option, based on level of agreement/disagreement. Each 
section will have 5 questions.  
● Highest Possible Score: 25 points 
● Scores from each of the 5 questions will be totaled and placed over the numerical 
value of 25 to yield the composite score.  
● For example, (Q1+Q2+Q3+Q4+Q5)/25= Composite decimal score  
SAMPLE:  
Section 1.  




Composite score: 15/25=0.60=(0.60/1.00)  
Result: Moderately high levels of Conscientiousness 
 
Part II, section 1-11. (Schumann Acculturation Model)  
The following sections pertaining to factors social distance and psychological distance 
will yield both qualitative and quantitative results.  
Section Factors to Social Distance 
1 Social Dominance  
2 Integration Strategy 
3 Enclosure 
4 Group Cohesiveness 
5 Positive Attitude Towards Host Culture 
6 Length of Stay 
Table 3c. Schumann’s Social Factors that Create Social Distance.  
Section Factors to Psychological Distance 
7 Language Shock 
8 Culture Shock 
9 Motivation 
10 Ego Permeability 
Table 3d. Schumann’s Psychological Factors that Create Psychological Distance.  
Section 1. Host culture social dominance (Quantitative/Qualitative) 
a. In the quantitative area, the highest possible score is 15; results from each question is 





b. Qualitative descriptive section used to yield more information.  
Section 2. Integration strategy (Qualitative) 
a. Participants are asked to select which of the provided descriptions fits their situation. 
Choices will indicate the individual’s integration strategy, which is described as the 
following:  
b. Person X, Perseveration, refers to refusing to integrate with the host culture or adopt its 
customs 
c. Person Y, Assimilation, renouncing one’s native lifestyle and culture to adopt the one 
that belongs to the target language culture 
d. Person Z: Adaptation, refers the adoption the target language group’s lifestyles and 
values but also “maintaining its own lifestyle and values for intragroup use.”  
Section 3. Enclosure (Qualitative)  
● Responses are used to infer the composition of a subject’s social circle.  
● Researcher must look at the information and determine if there exist high or low degrees 
of societal overlap between the subject and the native English-speaking members of the 
local community.  
Section 4. Group Cohesiveness (Quantitative)  
a. Highest possible score is 25; results from each question is divided by 25 to get composite 
decimal score. (Q1+Q2+Q3+Q4+Q5)/25=Composite decimal score. 
Section 5. Positive Attitude towards Host Culture (Quantitative)  
a. highest possible score is 25; results from each question is divided by 25 to get composite 
decimal score. (Q1+Q2+Q3+Q4+Q5)/25=Composite decimal score. 




a. Subject’s responses are used to yield information about expected length of stay. Longer 
expected length of stay is possibly related to higher degrees of dialectical adaptation.  
Section 7. Language Shock (Quantitative)  
a. Highest possible score is 25; results from each question is divided by 25 to get composite 
decimal score. (Q1+Q2+Q3+Q4+Q5)/25=Composite decimal score. 
Section 8. Cultural Shock (Quantitative)  
a. Highest possible score is 25; results from each question is divided by 25 to get composite 
decimal score. (Q1+Q2+Q3+Q4+Q5)/25=Composite decimal score. 
Section 9. Motivation (Qualitative)  
a. Determine if the subject has integrative motivation (in which one primarily seeks to meet 
and form relationships with people of the host culture), instrumental motivation (in which 
an individual seeks to learn English to get ahead in their career or to meet a requirement), 
or a mixture of both.  
b. Determine whether motivation may have a connection with an individual’s resulting 
degree of dialectical adaptation.  
Section 10. Ego Permeability (Quantitative)  
a. Highest possible score is 25; results from each question is divided by 25 to get composite 
decimal score. (Q1+Q2+Q3+Q4+Q5)/25=Composite decimal score. 
Part III.  
Section 1. Written Section (Quantitative)  
a. Highest possible score is 12; divide the number of southernisms selected in questions by 





Q1. (C)Y’all   Q2. (C)Coke   Q3. (B)Buggy   Q4. (B)Ain’t   Q5. (A)Ain’t   Q6. (B)Might could   






 PM Group 
1. Participant: A, age 22 
Nationality: Argentina 
Sex: Male 
Program: He was studying in the highly intensive English language course, with the hopes of 
raising his TOEFL score and matriculating into the university’s music program.  
 
2. Participant: B, age 22 
Nationality: Venezuela 
Sex: Female 
Program: She was studying in the highly intensive English language course, with the hopes of 
raising her TOEFL score and matriculating into the university’s music program. 
 
3. Participant: C, age 25 
Nationality: Panama 
Sex: Female 
Program: She was studying in the highly intensive English language course. She was hoping to 
pass the TOEFL to matriculate into another university for her master’s degree. 
 
MT Group 





Sex: Female  
Program: She was studying to complete a bachelor’s degree in Music Performance.  
 
2. Participant: F, age 22  
Nationality: Ecuador  
Sex: Female 
Program: She was studying to complete a bachelor’s degree in Psychology.  
 
3. Participant: E, age 39 
Nationality: Spain  
Sex: Female 













Chapter 4: Data Analysis 






A 0.77 D 0.80 
B 0.91 F 0.69 
C 0.83 E 0.63 






A 0.89 D 0.91 
B 0.88 F 0.71 
C 0.77 E 0.80 






A 0.46 D 0.63 
B 0.43 F 0.43 
C 0.43 E 0.43 






PM Group MT Group 
A 0.80 D 0.89 
B 1.00 F 0.74 
C 0.89 E 0.77 






A 0.77 D 0.69 
B 0.77 F 0.49 
C 0.69 E 0.43 
Table 4e. Ratings for extroversion for each participant. 
Scoring results, by participant.  
1. Participant A (PM Group) 













Scoring 0.77 0.89 0.46 0.80 0.77 
Table 4f. A’s ratings for the Five Factor Model of Personality. 
a. Conscientiousness: Demonstrates high level of self-reported conscientiousness 
(0.77/1.00).  
b. Agreeableness: Demonstrates high level of self-reported agreeableness. (0.89/1.00).  
c. Neuroticism: Demonstrates a moderately low level of self-reported neuroticism 




inclination towards negative emotions. Similarly, low levels of neuroticism were found 
within most participants.  
d. Openness: Demonstrates high level of self-reported openness (0.80/1.00).  
e. Extroversion: Demonstrates high level of self-reported conscientiousness (0.77/1.00). 
PART II. SCHUMANN MODEL OF ACCULTURATION  
FACTORS OF SOCIAL DISTANCE.  
Factors of Social 
Distance  
Social Dominance 





Host Culture (2.5) 
Scoring 0.27 0.68 0.68 
Table 4g. A’s ratings for the Schumann’s Factors for Social Distance. 
a. Social Dominance (section 2.1): A’s ratings of the host culture’s social dominance were 
moderately low (.27/1.00), indicating that they did NOT feel extensive feelings of being 
treated inferiorly and/or discriminated against. They reported low scores of having been 
discriminated against (Section 2.1, Q1, 1) and low scores of having been treated 
inferiorly, indicating they these instances were very uncommon and/or nonexistent 
(Section 2.1, Q2, 1) in A’s daily life. However, they did report a slightly higher score of 
feeling excluded from the community (Section 2.1, Q3, 2). 
b.  Integration Strategy:  A selected “person Z” as their choice of integration strategy, 
indicating one that leans towards adaptation.  
c. Enclosure:  
After having moved to Mississippi, A... 
● Exercises in the Payne Center alone.  




● Shares an apartment with other Hispanics.  
● Spends most of his free time with other Hispanics and Americans.  
While spending time with people belonging to their culture, A nonetheless appears to have 
regular interaction with Americans from the local community. This indicates that A has ample 
interactions with members of the host culture despite the fact that they also pass a lot of their 
time with fellow Spanish-speakers. In other words, A’s life experiences low levels of enclosure, 
or a higher rate of societal intersection with the locals.  
d. Group Cohesiveness: A’s responses indicate a moderately high level of group 
cohesiveness among the Hispanics in their daily life. Although A responded that he does 
not find high levels of unity among Spanish-speaking students at the university (Section 
2.4, Q2, 1), it seems to be easier for them to meet and therefore arrange to spend time 
with individuals from his own culture (Section 2.4, Q4, 4; Section 2.4, Q3, 5; Section 2.4, 
Q5, 5). This is supported by their response that although he is more likely to interact with 
and spend more time with other Hispanic students, he DOES NOT prefer to interact with 
members of their own culture (Section 2.4, Q4, 2) and may wish to meet more members 
of the host culture. However, it is likely easier for A to meet members of his own culture 
rather than locals, indicating high levels of group cohesiveness among Spanish-speaking 
students at the university.  
e. Degree of Positivity towards the Host Culture Group: A scores moderately high in 
their positive attitude towards the locals so far during their stay, as exemplified by their 
score (0.68/1.00). However, while A generally has a positive attitude of the locals, they 
do not seem to think that the citizens are open (Section 2.5, Q4, 1).  




● Length of Stay in Mississippi: 4 years  
● Length of Stay in the United States: 4 years  
● (QUESTION) Would you move to the USA permanently and why?  
A: “I would move to the USA if I attain a good job.”  
A’s plans to have a long-term sojourn here in South Mississippi, which naturally yields to a 
higher level of mastery of the English language and due to perhaps increased interaction with 
locals, possibly a higher level of dialectical assimilation.  









Scoring 0.68 0.20 0.80 
Table 4h. A’s ratings for the Schumann’s Factors of Psychological Distance. 
 
a. Language Shock: A’s experienced moderately high levels of language shock 
(0.68/1.00). While this demonstrates that making errors in English frustrates A, it 
does not dissuade them from speaking and therefore practicing their English, as 
demonstrated by their response in (Section 2.7, Q2, 2).  
b. Cultural Shock: A’s level of cultural shock was low, with a score of (0.20/1.00). 
This demonstrates that A DID NOT experience high levels of stress upon moving 
here from their native Argentina.  
c. Motivation: A describes his motivation to study English to “enter the University.” 
This expresses an instrumental motivation for learning English. 
d. Ego Permeability: A demonstrates high levels of ego permeability, as 




slightly self-conscious about making errors (Section 2.10, Q2, 3), they are more 
concerned about practicing and improving their English.  
WRITTEN SECTION. 
A’s score is (0.08/1.00), indicating that they only selected a southernism for only one of the 
sentences provided. (Section 2.11, Q11, “done”). Past Participle.  
INTERVIEW.  
a. Phonology.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent phonological dialectical assimilation.  
b. Lexicon. 
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent lexical dialectical assimilation.  
c. Morphosyntax.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent morphosyntactical dialectical assimilation.  
d. Other observations.  
Linguistic  
● To affirm statements, uses “yeah” frequently, as opposed to “yes.” Indicates 
assimilation of a colloquialism that is not part of SAE.  
● When with his newfound American friends, he tries to use “waddup” or “what’s 
up” instead of “how are you.” Indicates assimilation of a colloquialism that is not 
part of SAE.  
Cultural 
● When he remembers, A always tries to use formal phrasing of sentences, such as 




use “ma’am” or “sir” whenever possible. Indicates dialectical assimilation in the 
form of modes of mitigation.  
● “Try to make new friends, try to, to...know about the culture. That is something 
that is maybe difficult while you are in the university because you don’t have 
much relation with native people here.”  
Being a student in the university, A did not have very much overlap with native English 
speakers from the local area daily, which might have influenced his linguistic development. 
However, he did indicate that he sat with native English speakers at lunchtime, indicating that 
while A does not have overlap with the host culture in his classes, he attempts to seek them out 
outside of the classroom.  
__________________________________________________________________ 
2. Participant B (PM Group) 













Scoring .91 .88 .43 1 .77 
Table 4i. B’s ratings for the Five Factor Model of Personality. 
a.  Conscientiousness: Demonstrates high level of self-reported conscientiousness 
(0.91/1.00). 
b. Agreeableness: Demonstrates high level of self-reported agreeableness. (0.88/1.00).  
c. Neuroticism: Demonstrates a moderately low level of neuroticism (0.43/1.00).  
d. Openness: Demonstrates a high level of agreeableness (1.00/1.00) 
e. Extroversion: Demonstrates a high level of agreeableness (0.77/1.00). 




FACTORS OF SOCIAL DISTANCE.  
Factors of Social 
Distance 
Social Dominance 





Host Culture (2.5) 
Scoring 0.27 0.88 0.68 
Table 4j. B’s ratings for Schumann’s Factors of Social Distance. 
 
g. Social Dominance (section 2.1): B’s ratings of the host culture’s level of dominance 
were moderately low (0.27/1.00), indicating that they did not feel extensive feelings of 
being treated as lesser than and/or discriminated against.  
h.  Integration Strategy:  B selected “person Z” as their choice of integration strategy, 
indicating one that leans towards adaptation.  
i. Enclosure:  
After having moved to Mississippi, B... 
● Exercises in the Payne Center other Hispanics.  
● Eats lunch at the cafeteria with other Hispanics.  
● Shares an apartment with other Hispanics.  
● Spends most of their free time with other Hispanics.   
B, while spending time with Americans from the local community during lunch time, generally 
appears to spend most of their free time with other Hispanic individuals. This indicates that B 
may experience higher levels of enclosure in their daily life.  
j. Group Cohesiveness: B’s responses indicate a high level of group cohesiveness among 
the Hispanic student community in their daily life (0.88/1.00). Like A, her response on 




their own community due to the high level of group cohesiveness among Hispanic 
students in their daily life; as other Hispanics grow to dominate B’s social circle, the 
likelihood of meeting Hattiesburg locals may decrease.  
k. Degree of Positivity towards the Host Culture Group: B scores high in their positive 
attitude of the locals so far during their stay, as exemplified by their score (0.96/1.00). 
Like A, however, B rated the locals with a slightly lower score in openness (Section 2.5, 
Q4, 4).  
l. Expected Length of Stay:  
● Length of Stay in Mississippi: 5 years  
● Length of Stay in the United States: 5 years  
● (QUESTION) Would you move to the USA permanently and why?  
B: “If I had the opportunity, I would move to the USA because it has very friendly 
people and because the country is constantly developing.”  
B plans to have a long-term stay here, which naturally yields to a higher level of mastery of the 
English language and due to perhaps increased interaction with locals, a possibly higher level of 
dialectical assimilation. It is noteworthy to mention that B demonstrates an overwhelmingly 
positive view of the locals.  









Scoring 0.64 0.48 0.96 




Language Shock: B experienced moderately high levels of language shock (0.64/1.00). 
While this demonstrates that making errors in English frustrates B, it generally does not 
discourage them from speaking and therefore practicing their English. 
Cultural Shock: B’s experienced a moderately low level of cultural shock, as 
exemplified by their score of (0.48/1.00). 
Motivation: B seemed to give equal priority to making new friends and getting into the 
university, indicating BOTH integrative and instrumental motivations.  
Ego Permeability: B demonstrates high levels of ego permeability, as demonstrated by 
their score of (0.96/1.00). This demonstrates that while they are slightly self-conscious 
about making errors (Section 2.10, Q1, 4), they are more concerned about practicing and 




B’s score is (0.25/1.00), selecting southernisms for three of the sentences provided (Section 2.11, 
Q1, “Y’all”; Section 2.11, Q2, “Coke”; Section 2.11, Q3, “Buggy”). This indicates moderately 
low dialectical adaptation. 
INTERVIEW.  
a. Phonology.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent phonological dialectical assimilation. 
b. Lexicon.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent lexical dialectical assimilation.  




Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent morphosyntactic dialectical assimilation.  
d. Other Observations.  
Linguistic  
● To affirm statements, uses “yeah” frequently, as opposed to “yes.” Indicates 
assimilation of a colloquialism that is not part of SAE.  
● Uses “cannot” instead of its contraction “can’t.”  
● “Here, I learned that, in here, or in the Southern state, could be, yeah? When you 
are talking with a woman, a lady, you have to tell her “ma’am” and for the man, 
it’s like “sir.”  
“Yeah, well, sometimes I forget to use because it’s not common in my mind that 
word, but I try to do...most of the time.” 
B, whenever possible, tries to adapt to the local culture by using modes of mitigation in formal 
situations.  
Cultural 
● “I have been impressed with the kindness of the people here.”  
B seems to have an overwhelmingly positive attitude towards the locals, which may affect her 
learning.  
● “Yes, I got surprised because here, a lot of people who—actually most of the time 
speak in...in English, sorry I mean Spanish. Sometimes, we are trying to practice 
our English, or pronunciation, you know, but they, most, most of the time they 
speak Spanish.”  
B experiences high level of societal overlap with other Spanish speakers in her daily life, due to 




In other words, B has joined a highly cohesive Spanish-speaking group that may influence her 
linguistic development as she learns English.  
________________________________________________________________________ 
1. Participant C (PM Group) 













Scoring 0.83 0.77 0.43 0.89 0.69 
Table 4l. C’s ratings for the Five Factor Model of Personality. 
a. Conscientiousness: Demonstrates high level of self-reported conscientiousness 
(0.83/1.00).  
b. Agreeableness: Demonstrates high level of self-reported agreeableness. (0.77/1.00).  
c. Neuroticism: Demonstrates a moderately low level of neuroticism (0.43/1.00).  
d. Openness: Demonstrates a high level of openness (0.89/1.00).  
e. Extroversion: Demonstrates a moderately high level of extroversion (0.69/1.00). 
PART II. SCHUMANN MODEL OF ACCULTURATION  
FACTORS OF SOCIAL DISTANCE.  
Factors of Social 
Distance 
Social Dominance 














a. Social Dominance (section 2.1): C’s ratings of the host culture’s level of social 
dominance were moderately low (0.28/1.00), indicating that they did not feel extensive 
feelings of being treated inferiorly and/or discriminated against (despite having had some 
negative experiences). On the first question of section 2.1, C highlighted an experience of 
discrimination in that people “yelled at her on the street” (Section 2.1, Q1, 1). C had 
clarified this by stating that “I believe that there are people who feel like this [superior]. 
However, this is not a generalized behavior.” C also highlighted that they DID NOT feel 
excluded from the community (Section 2.1, Q3, 1). 
b. Integration Strategy:  C selected “person Z” as their choice of integration strategy, 
indicating one that leans towards adaptation.  
c. Enclosure:  
After having moved to Mississippi, C... 
Exercises in the Payne Center other Hispanics.  
Eats lunch at the cafeteria with other Hispanics. 
Shares an apartment with other Hispanics and Americans.  
Spends most of their free time with other Hispanics.   
C’s social group seems to be comprised of mostly Hispanic individuals, as they seem to spend 
their free time with people from their culture over other Americans from the local Hattiesburg 
area. However, due to having an American roommate, C also is given daily exposure to someone 
from the community. In this manner, while C lives a life with moderately high levels of 
enclosure, their having an American roommate allows their life to intersect with someone from 




d. Group Cohesiveness (section 2.4): C’s responses indicate a high level of group cohesiveness 
among the community of Hispanic students in their daily life (0.60/1.00). Like B and A, her 
response on question four (Section 2.4, Q4, 2) also may indicate that while they do not 
necessarily “prefer” to spend time with people of their own culture and are open to meeting 
individuals from, they tend to meet and therefore spend more time with other Spanish-speaking 
individuals as a result of convenience that comes with a highly cohesive Hispanic student group. 
e. Degree of Positivity towards the Host Culture Group: C seems to have a generally positive 
view of the locals so far during their stay, as exemplified by their score (0.80/1.00).  
f.  Expected Length of Stay:  
Length of Stay in Mississippi:1 year 
Length of Stay in the United States: 3 years  
(QUESTION) Would you move to the USA permanently and why?  
C: “Sure, I think that the USA is a country that has many opportunities for 
growth.” 
It may also be noteworthy to mention that C has a more lukewarm attitude towards Mississippi, 
in comparison to B’s and A’s, and this lukewarmth may be connected to their desire to pursue 
their studies elsewhere.  









Scoring 0.48 0.40 0.80 




a. Language Shock: C’s experienced moderately low levels of language shock (0.48/1.00). 
While this demonstrates that making errors in English frustrates C, it generally does not 
discourage them from speaking and therefore practicing their English. 
b. Cultural Shock: C experienced a moderately low level of cultural shock, as exemplified 
by her score of (0.40/1.00). 
c. Motivation: C responded that she wanted to improve her English to “complete a master’s 
degree in civil engineering.” This indicates a primarily instrumental motivation towards 
learning the language.  
d. Ego Permeability: C demonstrated high levels of ego permeability, as shown by her 
score of (0.80/1.00). This is exemplified by her response on (Section 2.10, Q4, 3), in 
which they indicate that while they do feel self-conscious when speaking (Section 2.10, 
Q1, 3), it generally does not impede upon their learning.  
WRITTEN SECTION.  
C’s score is (0.08/1.00), selecting southernisms for only of the sentences provided (Section 2.11, 
Q12, “me”). (reflexive datives);  
INTERVIEW  
a. Phonology.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent phonological dialectical assimilation.  
b. Lexicon.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent lexical dialectical assimilation.  
c. Morphosyntax.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent morphosyntactic dialectical assimilation.  





● To affirm statements, uses “yeah” frequently, as opposed to “yes.” Indicates 
assimilation of a colloquialism that is not part of SAE.  
● Uses “cannot” instead of its contraction “can’t.”  
C is concerned about pronouncing the word “can’t” incorrectly, which is why she prefers to use 
“cannot.”  
● “Those introductions, to be polite. So, um, sometimes that is difficult for us, but 
you can, you can learn it so you can use it.” 
C admits to being uncomfortable with constantly having to use the modes of mitigation but 
learns to use it anyway to adapt to the local host culture.  
Cultural 
● “And we don’t know where we’re going to be and we don’t know where we’re 
going to be, um if the person that we are talking to is from the South or the North, 
so I think it is better to keep the language more neutral.”  
Albeit C is aware of the distinct features of SAE, she consciously chooses to keep her language 
neutral, for she views her time in the South as fleeting.  
_______________________________________________________________________ 
1. Participant D (MT Group) 













Scoring 0.80 0.91 0.63 0.89 0.69 




a. Conscientiousness: Demonstrated high level of self-reported conscientiousness 
(0.80/1.00).  
b. Agreeableness: Demonstrated high level of self-reported agreeableness. (0.91/1.00).  
c. Neuroticism: Demonstrated a moderately high level of neuroticism (0.63/1.00). D has 
the highest self-reported score on neuroticism of all the participants.  
d. Openness: Demonstrates a high level of openness (0.89/1.00).  
e. Extroversion: Demonstrated a moderately high level of extroversion (0.69/1.00). 
PART II. SCHUMANN MODEL OF ACCULTURATION  
FACTORS OF SOCIAL DISTANCE.  
Factors of Social 
Distance 
Social Dominance 









Table 4p. D’s ratings for Schumann’s Factors for Social Distance. 
 
a. Social Dominance (section 2.1): D’s ratings of the host culture’s level of social 
dominance were moderately low (0.28/1.00), indicating that they did not feel extensive 
feelings of being treated inferiorly and/or being discriminated against. 
b. Integration Strategy:  D selected “person Z” as their choice of integration strategy, 
indicating one that leans towards adaptation.  
c. Enclosure:  
After having moved to Mississippi, D... 
Exercises in the Payne Center other Hispanics.  




Shares an apartment with other Hispanics.  
Spends most of their free time with other Hispanics.   
D’s social group seems to be comprised of mostly Hispanic individuals, as they seem to spend 
their free time with people from their culture over other Americans from the local community. In 
other words, there are high levels of enclosure in D’s daily life as their social circle seems to be 
very stratified. 
d. Group Cohesiveness (section 2.4): D’s responses indicate a high level of group cohesiveness 
among the community of Spanish-speakers in their daily life (0.60/1.00).  
f. Degree of Positivity towards the Host Culture Group: D scores high on their positive view 
of the locals of Hattiesburg so far during their stay, as exemplified by their score (0.96/1.00). 
g. Expected Length of Stay:  
Length of Stay in Mississippi:4 years 
Length of Stay in the United States: 6 years  
(QUESTION) Would you move to the USA permanently and why?  
D: “Yes, because if I do it [move to the USA permanently], it’s for having 
obtained a job performing as a musician, which does not have a lot of value in my 
country.”  









Scoring 0.68 0.44 0.64 
Table 4q. D’s ratings for Schumann’s Factors for Psychological Distance. 
Language Shock: D’s numerical score of language shock totaled to (0.68/1.00), which is 




Cultural Shock: D experienced a moderately low level of cultural shock, as exemplified 
by their score of (.40/1.00). 
Motivation: D responded that learning English “is dependent on coming to study in a 
foreign country.” Therefore, their motivations for learning are probably instrumental, 
which is reinforced by the fact that D rarely seems to venture outside their highly 
cohesive Spanish-speaking social group.  
Ego Permeability: D demonstrates moderately high levels of ego permeability, as 
demonstrated by their score of (0.69/1.00). 
WRITTEN SECTION. 
D’s score is (0.00/1.00), selecting southernisms for none of the sentences provided.  
INTERVIEW.  
a. Phonology.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent phonological dialectical assimilation.  
b. Lexicon. 
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent lexical dialectical assimilation.  
c. Morphosyntax. 
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent morphosyntactic dialectical assimilation.  
d. Other Observations. 
Linguistic  
● To affirm statements, uses “yeah” frequently, as opposed to “yes.” 
● “I have heard that on marching band when, uh, our leader is like, giving 




although D is aware of the southernism “y’all,” she does not use it and opts instead for “you all” 
(instead of the other participants, who used “you guys” instead).  
Cultural 
● “And I was like ‘oh my god, what am I going to say?’ And I thought about it a lot of 
times, like ‘hello’ or ‘I am going to uh building whatever, whatever building or 
something like that, I was just scared, but then I just did it.”  
D’s responses indicated a higher degree of culture shock in comparison with the other 
participants. It is notable that this participant has the highest self-reported rating for neuroticism, 
which may have made it more difficult to adapt to the local culture in the beginning.  
_______________________________________________________________________ 
2. Participant F (MT Group) 













Scoring 0.69 0.71 0.43 0.74 0.49 
Table 4r. F’s ratings for the Five Factor Model of Personality. 
a. Conscientiousness: Demonstrates moderately high level of self-reported 
conscientiousness (0.69/1.00).  
b. Agreeableness: Demonstrates a moderately high level of self-reported agreeableness. 
(0.71/1.00).  
c. Neuroticism: Demonstrates a moderately low level of neuroticism (0.43/1.00).  
d. Openness: Demonstrates a moderately high level of openness (0.74/1.00).  
e. Extroversion: Demonstrates a moderately low level of extroversion (0.49/1.00). 




FACTORS OF SOCIAL DISTANCE.  
Factors of Social 
Distance 
Social Dominance 









Table 4s. F’s ratings for the Schumann Factors of Social Distance. 
 
d. Social Dominance (section 2.1): F’s ratings of the host culture’s level of dominance 
were moderately low (0.20/1.00), indicating that they did not feel extensive feelings of 
being treated inferiorly and/or being discriminated against. 
e. Integration Strategy:  F selected “person Z” as their choice of integration strategy, 
indicating one that leans towards adaptation.  
f. Enclosure:  
After having moved to Mississippi, F... 
Exercises in the Payne Center alone.  
Eats lunch at the cafeteria with other Hispanics and Americans.  
Shares an apartment with nobody.  
Spends most of their free time with other Hispanics and Americans. 
F seems to experience low levels of enclosure in their daily life, as exemplified by the fact that 
they spend time with a mix of individuals from their cultural group and American individuals in 
various sectors of life.  
d. Group Cohesiveness (section 2.4): F’s responses seem to indicate a moderately low level of 




interact with mostly other Hispanic individuals even though they do not have a great preference 
over making native Spanish-speaking and American friends (Section 2.4, Q1, 4).  
e.  Degree of Positivity towards the Host Culture Group: F scores high on in terms of their 
positive view of the locals of Hattiesburg so far during their stay, as exemplified by their score 
(0.80/1.00). However, they do not seem to think that the people of Mississippi are very open 
(Section 2.5, Q4, 3). 
f. Expected Length of Stay:  
Length of Stay in Mississippi: 2 years 
Length of Stay in the United States: Unknown 
(QUESTION) Would you move to the USA permanently and why?  
F: “If I had the opportunity, no. However, if I find a good job here or a special 
person, I wouldn’t mind staying.” 
F seems, while harboring a generally positive attitude towards the locals, seems to be less 
inclined to want to stay in the area or any location within the United States. This lukewarmth 
may decrease their degree of dialectical assimilation. 









Scoring 0.40 0.24 0.96 
Table 4t. F’s ratings for the Schumann Factors of Psychological Distance. 
a. Language Shock: F experienced a moderately low level of language shock upon 
their arrival to Mississippi (0.40/1.00). 
b. Cultural Shock: F experienced a low level of cultural shock, as exemplified by 




c. Motivation: F responded that her primary reason for learning English for “the 
love of languages and travel.” As seen with the high frequency with which F 
interacts with English speakers from the local area, they are probably integratively 
motivated.  
d. Ego Permeability: F demonstrated high levels of ego permeability, as 
demonstrated by their score of (0.96/1.00). 
WRITTEN SECTION. 
F’s score is (0.00/1.00), selecting southernisms for none of the sentences provided.  
INTERVIEW  
a. Phonology.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent phonological dialectical assimilation. 
b. Lexicon.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent lexical dialectical assimilation. 
c. Morphosyntax.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent morphosyntactical dialectical assimilation.  
d. Other Observations.  
Linguistic  
● To affirm statements, uses “yeah” frequently, as opposed to “yes.” 
● Uses “can’t” as opposed to “cannot.” 
● Uses the phrasing “gonna” as opposed to “going to,” and is the only one among 
the participants to have done so.  
● “Because you have to, there’s no other option. That’s the great thing about... 




Among the participants, F was also the most proficient with English, provided the longest 
and most detailed responses within the interview. In addition to that, she displayed the least 
inhibition with speaking, which demonstrates higher levels of ego permeability and lower levels 
of language shock, both of which are conditions that are conducive to language learning.  
Cultural 
● “But besides that, I mean, the only, besides the accent, the only word is y’all, 
which I DON’T USE, probably yet, but maybe in a couple of months I will be 
using, I don’t know.”  
F is aware of SAE and its distinctive linguistic features, but she placed emphasis on not using 
them, despite having a positive attitude towards the culture and people of Mississippi.  
________________________________________________________________________ 
3. Participant E (MT Group) 













Scoring 0.63 0.80 0.43 0.77 0.43 
Table 4u. E’s ratings for the Five Factor Model of Personality. 
a. Conscientiousness: Demonstrates moderately high level of self-reported 
conscientiousness (0.63/1.00).  
b. Agreeableness: Demonstrates a high level of self-reported agreeableness. 
(0.80/1.00).  
c. Neuroticism: Demonstrates a moderately low level of neuroticism (0.43/1.00).  
d. Openness: Demonstrates a moderately high level of openness (0.77/1.00). 




PART II. SCHUMANN MODEL OF ACCULTURATION  
FACTORS OF SOCIAL DISTANCE.  
Factors of Social 
Distance 
Social Dominance 









Table 4v. E’s ratings for the Schumann Factor of Social Distance. 
a. Social Dominance (section 2.1): E’s ratings of the host culture’s level of social 
dominance were moderately low (0.28/1.00), indicating that they did not feel 
extensive feelings of being treated inferiorly and/or discriminated against. 
b. Integration Strategy:  E selected “person Z” as their choice of integration 
strategy, indicating one that leans towards adaptation. 
c. Enclosure:  
After having moved to Mississippi, E... 
Exercises in the Payne Center alone.  
Eats lunch at the cafeteria with other Hispanics. 
Shares an apartment with other Hispanics.  
Spends most of their free time with other Hispanics.  
E seems to experience high levels of enclosure throughout her daily life, as they mostly spend 
their free time with other Hispanic individuals.  
d.  Group Cohesiveness (section 2.4): E’s responses seem to indicate a moderately high level of 
group cohesiveness among Hispanic individuals in her daily life (0.64/1.00). In comparison to 





e.  Degree of Positivity towards the Host Culture Group: E seems to have a high score on 
their positive view of the locals of Hattiesburg so far during their stay, as exemplified by their 
score (1.00/1.00).  
f. Expected Length of Stay:  
Length of Stay in Mississippi: 2 years 
Length of Stay in the United States: 5 years 
(QUESTION) Would you move to the USA permanently and why?  
E: “Yes, I would like to study for a master’s and a doctorate and do research 
before I return to my country.” 
In other words, E plans for a long-term sojourn in the United States, which may lead to 
higher degrees of dialectical assimilation depending on their region of stay. 









Scoring 0.40 0.40 0.84 
Table 4w. E’s ratings for the Schumann’s Factors for Psychological Distance. 
Language Shock: E’s numerical score of language shock totaled to (0.40/1.00), which is 
considered moderately low.  
Cultural Shock: E experienced a moderately low level of cultural shock, as exemplified 
by their score of (0.40/1.00). 
Motivation: E states that she studies English because “it is the universal language and 
because is interesting to them.'' In other words, E demonstrates intrinsic motivation to 
study English. While this is the case, it is interesting to note that E seems to have low 




section 2.4. In this manner, E may have an instrumental motivation for choosing to learn 
English, as they see learning the “universal language” as beneficial to their own learning 
and their career. 
Ego Permeability: E demonstrates high levels of ego permeability, as demonstrated by 
their score of (0.84/1.00). 
QUIZ ON SOUTHERNISMS.  
E’s score is (0.00/1.00), selecting southernisms for none of the sentences provided.  
INTERVIEW  
a. Phonology.  
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent phonological dialectical assimilation. 
b. Lexicon. 
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent lexical dialectical assimilation. 
c. Morphosyntax. 
Not applicable. Minimal to non-existent morphosyntactic dialectical assimilation. 
e. Other Observations.  
Linguistic  
● To affirm statements, uses “yeah” frequently, as opposed to “yes.” 
● Uses “can’t” as opposed to “cannot.” 
Cultural 







Chapter 5: Discussion of Results 
 Overall, the participants from both the MT and PM groups showed minimal to 
nonexistent dialectical assimilation to Southern American English in the modalities of 
phonology, morphosyntax, and lexicon. These results were not unexpected, and in fact, they are 
indicative of the types of barriers that prevent extensive assimilation of dialectical features in 
language learners who study abroad.  
One of these barriers may be reflected in the phenomenon of dialectical levelling in the 
younger generations in the South. In the 2012 investigation by Dodsworth & Kohn, it was found 
that younger generations in many growing southern cities exhibit southern dialectical features 
with decreasing frequency with each passing generation. This can be explained by the increased 
connectedness of the country, in which individuals from other parts of the United States settle 
into the South and “level” the southern dialect as they bring in dialectical features from their 
home states. The increased interconnectedness of younger southern populations is also reflected 
in the increased use of social media and consumption of entertainment, both of which use 
standard American English as the primary mode of communication. Because the native Spanish-
speaking participants have a higher likelihood of interacting with these younger individuals on a 
college campus setting, they are more likely to use individuals with speech that has virtually 
nonexistent southern dialectical features as models for language learning as they sharpen their 
fluency in the TL. This has great implications for their linguistic development, which veers it 
away from developing any sort of southern dialectical feature.  
 Another phenomenon that deserves to be mentioned is known as the critical period 
hypothesis, which, according to Snow (1987) in the book Sensitive Periods in Development is a 




this critical window, the brain undergoes crucial neurophysiological changes that facilitate 
language acquisition in all modalities. While all the participants in this study are well-past this 
critical period, the body of research has supported it is still possible for adult language learners to 
develop high levels of mastery in grammatical structures. However, this mastery of grammatical 
structures does not extend to the mastery of native-sounding phonology, which is underlined in 
the fact that none of the participants in this investigation were able to neutralize their foreign 
accent nor assimilate to the accent of the local area. A prominent example of this limited degree 
of phonological acquisition could be summed up by mentioning the Polish author Joseph Conrad, 
who had learned English well after the critical period of linguistic development during his 
adulthood. While Conrad was able to write works like the Heart of Darkness (1902) or The 
Secret Agent (1907) in English with a near-native grasp of the language’s grammatical structures, 
he nonetheless still spoke English with an ostensible Polish accent that displayed his foreign 
origins. Describing a foreign accent that contradicted a near-native grasp of grammatical 
structures, this phenomenon has been aptly called the “Joseph Conrad Phenomenon.” His 
experience mirrors that of the Spanish-speaking ELLs who participated in this study, and 
although grasp of grammatical structures could improve over time as fluency increases, attaining 
a native-sounding phonology would perhaps be close to impossible, especially within the 
semester-long linguistic acclimation period that was given to them. Future studies should attempt 
to explore dialectical adaptation over a longer period. 
 The phenomenon of sociolinguistic pressure also deserves to be mentioned in the study. 
Unfortunately, Southern American English has consistently been misunderstood within the US 
and throughout the world, and thus, it has often been derided as sounding “bucolic,” “lacking in 




more standard variants in areas of business and entertainment, many members of American 
youth may associate this dialect with a higher sense of prestige, leading to hypercorrection; in 
this manner, young Americans, including those from regions in the South, may consciously 
“correct” their language to more closely approximate their standard dialect, leading to dialectical 
levelling. Since this misunderstanding of SAE also exists around the world, ELL’s who choose 
to study English — even those who have studied in the South —may also choose to keep their 
linguistic features as dialectically neutral as possible. This observation is exemplified by the 
Participant C, who consciously chooses to keep the influence Southern dialectical features out of 
her English language learning, for she views her stay in the South as merely transient and wishes 
to linguistically adapt to other areas of the United States. In this manner, the phenomenon of 
hypercorrection may also exist in the rest of the participants as well, showing a possible cause to 
their acquisition of the more “levelled” American English.  
While it is highly likely that the critical period hypothesis, the levelling phenomena, and 
sociolinguistic pressure contributed to the participants’ lack of dialectical assimilation, it is also 
important to examine the social factors that were explored during the investigation, most notably 
enclosure and group cohesiveness. Most of the ELL’s (B, C, E, D), regardless of their group 
placement, demonstrated high levels of enclosure and group cohesiveness. In other words, these 
individuals were more likely to have a higher frequency of societal intersection with other 
Hispanic students (high enclosure), as well as prefer sticking among their own group (high group 
cohesiveness). Due to the high number of Hispanic students who also study in the university 
(especially in the music department, in which four out of six participants in the investigation are 
music students), these high scores of enclosure are not surprising. In other words, the strong 




circles of these ELLs, and naturally, individuals who migrate to a foreign country will tend to 
gravitate towards people of the same culture and linguistic background. All in all, the high levels 
of group cohesiveness and enclosure will impede upon interaction with native English-speaking 
locals, which will veer linguistic and dialectical development away from SAE.     
 While dialectical assimilation to SAE in all three modalities was virtually nonexistent, it 
is noteworthy to mention that all participants in both the MT and PM groups developed a small 
degree of linguistic adaptation to standard American English through the use of colloquialisms, 
or slang, that is common in all parts of the United States. Such colloquialisms include the use of 
“yeah,” as opposed to the standard of “yes,” which occurred with high frequency in both groups 
(A, B, C, D, E, F). For the majority of the other participants (B, C, E, D), the use of “yeah” was 
the only colloquialism that was demonstrated.  However, it is noteworthy to mention that F and 
A had slightly higher degrees of dialectical assimilation in comparison with their peers, which 
was inferred through their slightly increased use of colloquialisms from standard American 
English. For example, instead of using the regular “going to” like her peers (A, B, C, D, E), F 
used the irregular “gonna” in all circumstances. In a couple of incidents, A also demonstrated 
the use of “hey guys” as opposed to “hey y’all” and the use of “whaddup” or “what’s up,” 
which are more informal ways to say “how are you.” Both individuals had lower self-reported 
ratings of enclosure (Section 2.4, Q1, d), which means that they incorporate having native 
English-speaking American friends from the local community into their daily lives at higher 
frequencies. In A’s case, his daily interaction with native English speakers occurred with groups 
of friends or within the group of people he sits with in the cafeteria, and in F’s case, her 
interaction with native English speakers occurred in the classroom within her program. However, 




worthwhile to not only examine F’s low levels of enclosure, but also her low levels of group 
cohesiveness, her high level fluency in English in comparison to the other participants upon 
arrival to the states, and the nature of her program, which directly studies languages. All in all, 
the social factors of group cohesiveness and enclosure, individual motivations, individual 
interests, and level of fluency of English upon arrival may be greater predictors of dialectical 















Chapter 6: Conclusion 
 As demonstrated by the investigation, the native Spanish-speaking students who studied 
abroad in this particular dialectical environment (SAE) did not necessarily assimilate the region’s 
linguistic features and instead assimilated—consciously or not— the features of the country’s 
“standard” dialect (standard American English), particularly its colloquialisms. In this manner, 
the investigation highlighted that the phenomena of dialectical adaptation and language learning 
are not as straightforward as they may initially seem and that, just as the act of studying abroad 
does not necessarily determine growth in TL fluency in all circumstances, the act of living within 
a host culture does not guarantee that an individual will assimilate the linguistic features of the 
area in which they had studied. As a whole, the study examined the language learning journey in 
terms of personality, sociopsychological, and other personal characteristics, highlighting one’s 
pivotal role in determining the path of their own linguistic development and shedding light on 
one of the many aspects that make each individual’s language learning process different from 
others. Given that framing the language learning journey in terms of the individual is a less 
frequently studied area of linguistics, future studies in this field should work to better integrate 
individual variations as pivotal factors within the investigation, thus painting a more complete 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire Template (English)  
PARTICIPANT’S PERSONAL INFORMATION 
Participant: ________________________________ 
Age:  ________________________________ 
Nationality:  ________________________________  




I. PART ONE.  
Please answer the following questions.  
 
Section 1.1  
1. I am never late to my appointments.  
              I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
2. I like to keep my room organized.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
3. I like to prefer to respond to emails as soon as possible.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. I rarely procrastinate.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. I always plan in advance and carry my plans out. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
6. I pay attention to details.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
7. I get chores finished as soon as possible.  








1. I do not insult people.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree. 
  
2. I find it easy to get along with others.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
3. I believe that others have good intentions.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. It is difficult to upset me.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. I dislike arguing about controversial topics.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
6. I accept others as they are.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
7. I find it easy to relate to the feelings of others. 




Please answer the following questions.  
 
1. I often feel sad.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
2. I get stressed out very easily.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
3. I am not comfortable with myself.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. My mood changes very quickly.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. I am always envious of others.  





6. I have a bad temper.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
7. I find it difficult to control my emotions. 




Please answer the following questions.  
 
1. I find it easy to become involved with my coworkers in a new workplace.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
2. I find it easy to introduce myself to strangers. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
3. I enjoy being the center of attention. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. I have lots of friends.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. I warm up quickly to strangers. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
6. I usually start conversations. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
7. I am comfortable around people.  




Please answer the following questions.  
 
1. I love talking about philosophical ideas.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree. 
  
2. I do things just out of sheer curiosity.  





3. Novel experiences excite me.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. I want to travel to new places.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. I have a vivid imagination.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
6. I love art and literature.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
7. I am more creative than practical. 




II.  PART TWO.  
Please answer the following questions.  
 
Section 2.1  
Please answer the following questions. 
1. So far during my stay, I have frequently experienced discrimination from the people of 
Hattiesburg.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  






2. I feel that the people of Mississippi treat us as if they were superior.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  





3. I feel excluded from the Hattiesburg community.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
Section 2.2  
Which of the following people do you think describe you the best?  
 
PERSON X ______ 
a. Most of my friends are people who speak Spanish. 
b. I prefer to stick with members of my own group and others who speak Spanish.  
c. I prefer to stick to the familiar traditions and customs of my home country. 
 
PERSON Y ______ 
a. Most of my friends so far here in Hattiesburg are American and speak English 
b. I prefer to separate myself from members of my own group. 
c. I wish to emulate the lifestyles and traditions of the people here in Hattiesburg. 
 
PERSON Z ______ 
a. It is important to me that I have friends who speak Spanish and friends from the Hattiesburg area. 
b. although I change my behavior to fit in with the people of Hattiesburg, I still think that it is important 
to preserve the ways of my home country. 
c. I maintain the ways of my culture for use in the presence of other Hispanic individuals. 
_ _ 
Sección 2.3 
Mark an “X” in the blanks that describe your situation. You may mark more than one.  
 
1. With whom do you pass your time with when you exercise in the Payne Center? 
ALONE____ HISPANICS____ AMERICANS____ OTHER (NAME NATIONALITY) ____ 
 
2. With whom do you eat lunch with? 
ALONE____ HISPANICS____ AMERICANS____ OTHER (NAME NATIONALITY) ____ 
 
3. With whom do you share your apartment with? 





4. With whom do you spend your free time with? 
ALONE____ HISPANICS____ AMERICANS____ OTHER (NAME NATIONALITY) ____ 
 
Section 2.4 
Please answer the following questions. 
 
1. The majority of the people whom I interact with speak Spanish.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
2. I feel that the group of Spanish-speaking students here on campus is very united.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
3. I have very few English-speaking friends from the US. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. I prefer to interact with individuals who speak Spanish. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. It is easier for me to make friends with other Hispanic individuals.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
Section 2.5 
Please answer the following questions. 
 
1. I feel that the people of Mississippi are kind. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
2. I feel that the people of Mississippi are polite. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
3. I feel that the people of Mississippi are welcoming. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. I feel that the people of Mississippi are open-minded. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. I feel that the people of Mississippi are helpful. 






1. How long do you plan on staying in Mississippi? ______ 
2. How long do you plan on staying in the US? _______ 
3. Given the opportunity, would you emigrate here to Mississippi/or another location within the US 





Please answer the following questions. 
 
1. I feel embarrassed when I make mistakes in English. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
2. I avoid speaking English in an attempt to avoid making mistakes. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
3. Making errors in English makes me frustrated.  
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. The difficulty of speaking English dissuades me from making friends of the host culture group. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. The difficulty of speaking English makes me more rPMant on my peers. 




Please answer the following questions. 
 
1. I experienced psychological distress, as a result of being placed in this new environment. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
2. The stress of transitioning to this new area has made me more rPMant on my fellow Spanish-
speaking peers. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 




members of the local community. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
4. I feel the strong desire to return to my home country. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
5. I felt extremely disoriented by the new unfamiliarity of this new environment. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree.  
 
Section 2.9 
1. Would you please describe your motivations for studying English/having studied English? Please 






Please answer the following questions. 
 
1. I do not feel self-conscious when speaking English. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree. 
 
2. My own self-presentation is LESS important to me than practicing the language. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree. 
 
3. I do not worry about appearing incompetent when speaking English. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree. 
 
4. I do not feel that my self-consciousness inhibits my learning. 
I strongly disagree.  1    2    3    4    5    I strongly agree. 
 
5. I feel that it is more important to have fun practicing the language than to worry about 
conveying your thoughts and feelings perfectly. 








Appendix B: Questionnaire Template (Spanish) 
INFORMACIÓN PERSONAL  
Participante: ________________________________ 
Edad:  ________________________________ 
Nacionalidad:  ________________________________  




I. PRIMERA PARTE. 
Por favor conteste las siguientes preguntas. 
Sección 1.1  
1. Nunca llego tarde a mis citas. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. Prefiero tener mi habitación organizada. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. Me gusta contestar los correos electrónicos lo antes posible. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Usualmente no dejo mi trabajo para después. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. Siempre planeo mis acciones con antelación y las ejecuto. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
6. Presto atención a los detalles. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
7. Termino mis deberes lo antes posible. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
Sección 1.2 
1. Nunca insulto a otras personas. 





2. Para mí es muy fácil llevarme bien con otras personas. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. Creo que la gente generalmente tiene buenas intenciones. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Es muy difícil molestarme. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. No me gusta discutir acerca de temas controversiales. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
6. Acepto a los demás tal y como son. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo.  
 
7. Siempre pienso en mis acciones y cómo estas van a afectar a otras personas. 




1. Siempre me siento triste. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. Tiendo a sentirme estresado/a. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. No me siento cómodo/a conmigo mismo/a. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Mi humor cambia rápidamente con frecuencia. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. Siempre siento envidia hacia otras personas. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
6. Puedo ser malhumorado/a. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
7. Es muy difícil controlar mis emociones. 








1. En un lugar de trabajo nuevo, me acostumbro rápidamente a mis compañeros de trabajo. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2.  Me resulta facil presentarme a desconocidos. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. Disfruto siendo el centro de atención. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Tengo muchos amigos. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. Me abro fácilmente a desconocidos. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
6. Me siento cómodo/a al estar con gente. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
7. Estar con otras personas me da energía. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
Sección 1.5 
1. Me gusta hablar acerca de ideas filosóficas. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. Hago cosas solo por curiosidad. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. Me encanta tener nuevas experiencias. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Me gustaría viajar a otros países. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 




Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
6. Me encanta el arte y la literatura. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
7. Me considero más creativo/a que practico/a. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
8. Paso tiempo pensando en ideas que son interesantes, pero poco realistas. 




II. SEGUNDA PARTE 
 
Sección 2.1  
Por favor conteste las siguientes preguntas. 
1. Hasta la fecha, he experimentado cierta discriminación proveniente de locales de 
Misisipi con relativa frecuencia. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 






2. Siento que la gente de Misisipi nos trata como si ellos fueran superiores. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 





3. Me siento excluido/a de la comunidad de Hattiesburg. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
Sección 2.2  
¿Cuál de estas personas crees que te describe mejor? 
 
PERSONA X ______ 
a. La mayoría de mis amigos solo hablan español. 
b. Prefiero estar con miembros de mi grupo hispanoparlante y otros miembros de la comunidad que 
habla en español. 
c. Prefiero seguir con las tradiciones, las costumbres y el estilo de vida en mi país, aunque siga viviendo 
en Hattiesburg. 
 
PERSONA Y ______ 
a. La mayoría de mis amigos aquí son estadounidenses y hablan inglés. 
b. Prefiero apartarme del grupo hispanoparlante y otros miembros de la comunidad que hablan en 
español. Así creo que aprenderé más. 
c. Quiero emular el estilo de vida y las tradiciones de la gente en Hattiesburg. 
 
PERSONA Z ______ 
a. Es importante para mí tener amigos hispanohablantes y amigos estadounidenses que hablen inglés. 
b. Aunque cambie mi comportamiento para acostumbrarme mejor a Hattiesburg, aún considero 
importante mantener las costumbres y las tradiciones de mi país. 
c. Mantengo las tradiciones de mi propio país para usarlas dentro de mi grupo de hispanohablantes. 
_ _ 
Sección 2.3 
Marca con una “X” la casilla en blanco correspondiente a tu situación. Puede marcar más de uno. 
 
1. ¿Con quién pasa Ud. la mayor parte del tiempo mientras hace ejercicio en el Payne 
Center? 
SOLO/A____ HISPANOS____ ESTADOUNIDENSES____ OTRA (NÓMBRELO)____ 
2. ¿Con quién come Ud. durante el almuerzo? 
SOLO/A____ HISPANOS____ ESTADOUNIDENSES____ OTRA (NÓMBRELO)____ 
 




NADIE____ HISPANOS____ ESTADOUNIDENSES____ OTRA (NÓMBRELO)____ 
 
4. ¿Con quién pasa Ud. la mayor parte de su tiempo libre? 




1. La mayoría de las personas con quien interactúo son hispanos. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. Siento que el grupo de estudiantes hispanohablantes en nuestro campus está muy unido. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. Tengo pocos amigos angloparlantes que son de los Estados Unidos. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Prefiero interactuar con personas que hablan español. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. Es más fácil hacer amistades con otros hispanos. 




1. Pienso que las personas de Misisipi son amables. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. Pienso que la gente de Misisipi es muy respetuosa. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. Pienso que la gente de Misisipi es acogedora. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Pienso que las personas de Misisipi son abiertas. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. Pienso que la gente de Misisipi es servicial. 






1. ¿Cuánto tiempo planea estar en Misisipi? ______ 
2. ¿Cuánto tiempo planea estar en los Estados Unidos? _______ 
3. ¿Si tiene oportunidad, se mudaría a los Estados Unidos de manera permanente? Explique el 






1. Me da vergüenza cometer errores en inglés. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. Para evitar esos errores, intento no hablar en inglés si puedo. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. Me frustra cometer errores en inglés. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. La dificultad de hablar en inglés me hace más dependiente a mis compañeros. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. La dificultad de hablar en inglés me disuade de comunicarme con los miembros angloparlantes 
en la comunidad de Hattiesburg. 





1. Después de mudarme a Hattiesburg, experimenté estrés psicológico por encontrarme en un 
entorno nuevo. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. El estrés de la transición a este nuevo lugar me hizo más dependiente a mis compañeros. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. El estrés de la transición a este nuevo lugar me hizo tener miedo a entablar nuevas amistades con 




Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. Tengo muchas ganas de regresar a mi país. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. Me siento muy desorientado/a con la falta de familiaridad de este nuevo entorno. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
Sección 2.9 
1. ¿Podría usted describir sus motivaciones para estudiar inglés? Por favor 




1. No me siento cohibido/a cuando hablo en inglés. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
2. Parecer incompetente es menos importante que el aprendizaje del inglés. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
3. No me preocupo por hacer el ridículo cuando hablo en inglés. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
4. No pienso que la inseguridad sea un impedimento para mi aprendizaje. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
5. Pienso que es más importante practicar el idioma que expresar mis ideas a la perfección. 
Estoy totalmente en desacuerdo.  1    2    3    4    5    Estoy sumamente de acuerdo. 
 
Sección 2.11 
1. ¿Refiriendo a un grupo de dos personas o más, qué pronombre usaría usted?  
a. You guys  
b. You all  
c. Y’all  
d. You lot  
 
2. ¿En inglés, cómo se traduce “el refresco”?  





c. Coke  
d. Soft Drink  
 
3. ¿En inglés, cómo se traduce “el carrito de la compra”?  
a. Shopping Cart  
b. Buggy  
 
4. Llene el espacio. ¿De las opciones, cuál de ellas suena la más correcta para usted? 
 
I ________ coming to the party today.  
a. Am not  
b. Ain’t  
 
We________  going to attend the concert tonight.  
a. Ain’t  
b. Are not  
 
We ________  attend the party tonight.  
a. May be able to 
b. Might could  
 
She________  do the homework before the due date.  
a. Should  
b. Might should  
 
I used to________  do that.  
a. Could  
b. Be able to 
 
Tom is ________ leave for the concert.  
a. Fixing to  
b. About to  
 
I________  in Mississippi for six years.  
a. Have been living 
b. Been living  
 
I ________  what you asked of me.  
a. Did  
b. Done 
 
I am going to get ________  a present on my birthday.  
a. Me  
b. Myself  
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